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I n the early years of the Cold 

War a debate of sorts raged 

between scholars, diplomats and Sovietologists about “the 

sources of Soviet conduct”.  The Debate was sparked off by 

US diplomat George Kennan in a long telegram written 

from Moscow in early 1946 and was later used as the basis 

for an article published under the pseudonym “X” in 

Foreign Affairs in 1947.  Kennan had studied the USSR 

from within and without for about a decade at that point 

and his long telegram and his article formed the basis for 

the policy of containment adopted by Washington and the 

rest of the nascent western alliance at that time – NATO 

was born in 1949. 

 

Today there are dozens of theses and theories seeking to 

explain the sources of Putin’s conduct in much the same 

way as Kennan’s analysis of the Soviet Union almost seven 

decades ago.  They range from those who blame the US and 

NATO for not being more obliging to Russia after the 

collapse of the Soviet Union at the end of the Cold War and 

largely for pushing NATO into central Europe, including 

countries and areas like the Baltics that were once part of 

the Soviet expanse.  Or, on the other side of the spectrum, 

are analysts and western leaders who chalk up current 

east-west relations to un-founded belligerence and ego-

mania of Putin himself. 

 

Although it is always useful to attempt to discern the roots 

of a nation’s actions, and possibly even to shape long 

ranging policy to address perceptions of how those roots 

may be determining that nation’s policies, and more 

importantly, how we can know what will come next. But 

Canada is not a geostrategic player, and its issues with 

Russia arise out of deepening rivalry based on which of our 

two nations will exert control over the high Arctic and even 

the North Pole itself.  

  

The Canadian government has been a rhetorical leader in 

the west’s spat with Russia over Ukraine and has sent a 

small air contingent to accompany some of its NATO allies 

in patrolling the seas and skies over north central Europe.  

Part of such actions are no doubt based on Canadian 

electoral politics – which is perfectly legitimate in a 

democracy – and partly to show NATO that even though 

Canada’s military is now slipping into a decrepitude that 

may eventually be worse than the so-called “decade of 

darkness”, we can still be found in NATO’s shrinking 

corner. 

 

But the real cockpit of future Russo-Canadian friction is 

the high Arctic, where the borders – and especially sea-

based mineral rights – have yet to be determined.  Russia 

will not challenge Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic 

Archipelago or in the seas that form the geographic context 

of the northern islands, but it will most certainly challenge 

any Canadian claims to undersea borders in the polar 

regions that overlap with Russian claims and have the 

potential for future troves of sea-bed minerals, hydrates or 

under ocean gas deposits.  And it doesn’t matter a whit 

whether either country contains the huge resources 

necessary to actually exploit mineral riches in that most 

hostile environment on earth any time in the near future. 

 

The process of exploring and demarking the seabed under 

the Arctic Ocean began under the United Nations 

Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) long before 

Russia annexed Ukraine at a time when Canadian 

governments, at least, might naively believe that 

explorations that convinced international experts that this 

under sea chasm or that undersea ridge was a natural 

extension of the Canadian undersea land mass, and would 

thus win the day.  But those days are long over.   

 

The Canadian government made noises about 

strengthening Canadian military assets in the far north but 

to date has done virtually nothing.  The Russians are busy 

building air and sea installations, establishing radar 

stations, and building the capability of Russian Arctic 

forces to operate in the Arctic winter if necessary.  Putin 

told the UN Security Council in April that the Arctic is of 

special interest to his country.  The other Arctic states 

could rightfully claim the same, including Canada.  But 

Canada (and the United States) are doing virtually nothing 

to improve their position.  It will be both a psychological 

blow and a diminution of our national interests when we 

discover that Santa is armed and speaks Russian. 

 

 

 

 
David Bercuson is Director of the Centre for Military and Strategic 

Studies at the University of Calgary and area director, International 

Policy for the School of Public Policy, University of Calgary. 
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by BERND HORN 

T he savage beheading of American journalist James 

Foley on 19 August 2014, by the self-proclaimed 

Islamic State (IS) extremists proved to be a catalyst for 

Western outrage and action.  The fact that the brutal 

execution was carried out by a British ex-patriot who 

converted to Islam and joined the extremist Jihadist 

organization was equally concerning. After all, he 

represented one of thousands of foreign fighters that had 

rallied to wage global Jihad. 

 

Dr. David Malet, with the University of Melbourne, 

classifies the current wave of foreign fighters as “non-

citizens of conflict states who join insurgencies during 

civil conflict”  and cautions that while this is not a new 

phenomenon the new generation of fighter should be of 

great concern to governments.  Globalization, combined 

with the ability of terrorist organizations to use the 

internet and social media to attract, seduce, and 

subsequently radicalize individuals to join “the cause” and 

wage Jihad exponentially increases the threat of 

terrorism.  Simply put, foreign fighters, who are recruited 

to terrorist organizations, expand the international reach 

of transnational insurgencies, as well as religious and 

ideological conflict. 

 

Most concerning is the reach that new technologies offer 

to foreign fighters, their causes and the terrorist 

organizations they support.  Instant communication 

allows for savage actions undertaken in their name to 

transcend borders.  Foreign fighters tend to perpetrate 

higher levels of violence because they have no personal 

equity or families to protect in the same way local 

insurgents do. 

 

Recent events in Iraq and Syria underline the point.  The 

series of beheadings conducted by the IS were all executed 

by a British foreign fighter.  Significantly, 40 percent of 

those in the IS are foreign fighters and there is no 

shortage of violence to which the group is associated. 

Videos depicting the mass murder of Syrian soldiers taken 

prisoner by the IS; reports of ultimatums to convert to 

Islam or face death by those who fell under IS control; the 

litany of stories of captured Kurdish and Yazidis villages 

and the subsequent killings, rape and kidnapping of men, 

women and children; and the accounts of brutal 

imprisonment by hostages that were later ransomed, all 

speak to the savagery of the Islamic State terrorist 

organization.  

 

(Continued on page 7) 

Source: hurriyetdailynews.com 
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For Western governments, foreign fighters also represent 

a hidden threat, or what has been labelled the “blow-back 

effect.”  Once foreign fighters return home, or are ordered 

home by their respective organizations to wage Jihad, 

they represent a cohort that is more experienced, more 

lethal and more dangerous and sophisticated than their 

domestic counterparts.  They now represent a substantive 

menace, either as a group, or as individuals acting in a 

“Lone Wolf” capacity. 

 

The danger they pose is not merely theoretical.  The 

American Political Science Review  published a report in 

2013 claiming that between 1990 to 2010, one in nine 

returned foreign fighters were involved in domestic 

terrorist plots.  The study revealed that “these plots 

tended to be more effective and lethal, thanks both to the 

skills learned and the indoctrinated zeal provided at 

radical training camps.” 

 

Canada is not immune.  The director of the Canadian 

Security Intelligence Service  (CSIS), Michel Coulombe, 

told the Senate National Security and Defence Committee 

in February 2014 that 130 Canadians had gone overseas to 

fight in Yemen, Somalia and North Africa.  This number 

also included 30 individuals who are, or have fought, in 

Syria.  There are also 80 known Canadian former foreign 

fighters who have returned home and are currently 

residing in Canada.  The government’s apprehension is 

that these foreign fighters exacerbate the potential for, 

and the effectiveness of, homegrown terrorism.  This 

threat is of deeper concern as identifying and tracking 

individuals leaving the country for nefarious purposes is 

not always easily accomplished.  The task is especially 

challenging to track those traveling with Canadian, or 

other Western national passports, which can easily flow 

across international borders. 

 

Foreign fighters represent a growing threat that has 

implications for global stability and domestic security.  

The solutions are far from simple and require a 

comprehensive global and domestic approach.  As the 

barbarity and savageness of the Islamic State terrorist 

organization has shown, turning a blind eye to the cancer 

of foreign fighters and the organizations they support is 

an approach fraught with peril. 

 

 

 

 
Colonel (Ret’d) Bernd Horn is an Adjunct Professor of History at 

the Royal Military College of Canada and Norwich University and 

served as Deputy Commander of Canadian Special Operations Forces 

Command. 
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Source: dunyanews.tv 

by PHILIPPE LAGASSÉ 

D efence questions are likely to be more prominent 

than usual during Canada’s 2015 election.  Although 

we are still a ways away from the writ, the three major 

parties have already begun to give us a sense of how they 

frame their platforms on military affairs. 

 

The Conservatives have had a difficult time with the 

defence file since 2008, when they released their Canada 

First Defence Strategy (CFDS). The CFDS was 

underfunded from the outset and the recapitalization of 

the Canadian Forces (CF) that it outlined has struggled. 

Although a few high profile procurements were able to 

move through the system owing to the urgency of the war 

in Afghanistan, a number of other acquisitions languished 

or have been sources of controversy. Defence 

procurement has become such a difficult portfolio for the 

government that a Defence Procurement Strategy (DPS) 

was devised to alleviate problems and bad publicity 

surrounding military acquisitions.  

 

Heading into the election, it is likely that the 

Conservatives will seek to capitalize on the DPS and those 

shipbuilding goals that have been met.  A key pillar of the 

DPS is a commitment to help build the Canadian defence 

industrial base while recapitalizing the armed forces.  

Now that progress is being made on the construction of 

the Arctic/Offshore Patrol Ships and the Joint Support 

Ships, these builds will surely be heralded as Conservative 

successes as well.  The replacement of Canada’s CF-18s, 

on the other hand, is unlikely to feature prominently in 

the Conservative’s campaign literature.  (Unless reports of 

an upcoming contract to buy four F-35s in 2017 prove 

correct.)  Since the other parties will attempt to resurrect 

the F-35 controversy, the Conservatives will deflect the 

issue by claiming that no decision has yet been made on 

replacing Canada’s fighter aircraft. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Canada’s military deployment to Iraq will likely also 

feature in the Conservative campaign.  Since the mission 

did not have the support of the NDP or the Liberals, the 

Conservatives are likely to point to the operation as proof 

that they are the party with a more serious understanding 

(Continued on page 9) 

procurement controversies and 

the partisan divide on Iraq 

suggest that military affairs will 

be debated with greater vigour 

than in the past. 

Source: ctvnews.ca 
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of international security matters and Canada’s global 

obligations.  Canada’s contribution to NATO’s reassurance 

mission in Eastern Europe may be used as further 

evidence of the Conservatives’ commitment to the alliance 

and international security. 

 

The NDP have proven quite adept at critiquing the 

government on defence issues since forming the official 

opposition in 2011.  Most notably, NDP critics have honed 

their understanding of various procurement files and 

veterans’ concerns.  The party has also stayed true to its 

more pacifistic leanings during the recent Iraq debate, 

and NDP leader Thomas Mulcair successfully positioned 

himself as the lead skeptic of the missions objectives, 

timeline, and unintended consequences. 

 

These are likely to remain the focus of the NDP defence 

platform during the election.  On procurement, the party 

will emphasize the Conservatives failures and lack of 

transparency, while trumpeting their commitment to 

competitive process and fairness.  Championing veterans 

and improving their care will likely be a notable part of 

their platform, as well as a commitment to limiting 

Canada’s combat roles in allied interventions.  It is not 

unlikely that the party will propose a renewed focus on 

peace operations and the humanitarian role of the CF. 

 

The Liberal Party is harder to read on the defence file at 

this time.  Leading up to the 2014 NATO summit, the 

party highlighted the Conservatives’ failure to spend two-

percent of GDP on defence.  Yet it is unclear if this was a 

signal that the Liberals would spend more on the military, 

or if the aim was to point out the government’s defence 

spending cuts.  Nonetheless, it is probably safe to assume 

they will say that the Conservatives have been reckless in 

reducing military spending.  But this will likely be framed 

in terms of a larger critique of the government’s cuts to 

federal programs generally. 

 

Like the NDP, the Liberals are libel to promise better 

treatment for veterans, and pledge to improve 

parliamentary oversight of national security affairs.  On 

international deployments, the Liberals will likely 

emphasize the value of peace support operations and 

interventions predicated on the responsibility to protect. 

On Iraq specifically, it is likely the Liberals will continue 

to link the current mission to not taking part in the 2003 

war.  Lastly, it appears that the Liberals have opted to 

directly target the F-35 in recent months.  Rather than 

focusing on the procurement process per se, the party has 

chosen to single out the plane.  This could lead them to 

promise to cancel any F-35 contract signed by the 

government prior to the election.  And it would make it 

quite difficult for a future Liberal government to ever 

acquire the F-35, even if it won a fair and open 

competition. 

 

While defence issues will be peripheral during the 2015 

election, as they almost always are, procurement 

controversies and the partisan divide on Iraq suggest that 

military affairs will be debated with greater vigour than in 

the past.  Given the stakes involved, this is a positive 

development, regardless of the partisanship that drives it.  

 

 

 

 
Philippe Lagassé is an Associate Professor of Public and 

International Affairs at the University of Ottawa.  He also works as a 

contract defence analyst for government, the armed forces, political 

parties, and industry. 

(Continued from page 8) 
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by DAVID CURTIS WRIGHT 

C hina’s new strongman Xi Jinping is, with the one 

exception of North Korean dictator Kim Jong Un, the 

most ambitious and dangerous national leader in all Asia.  

 

Since coming to power over the Party and the military 

with the kingmaking support of the People's Liberation 

Army in November 2012, and then over the Chinese state 

in March 2013, Xi has accrued more personal political 

power than any modern Chinese leader since Mao Zedong 

himself.  In the words of Elizabeth C. Economy in the 

most recent issue of Foreign Affairs, Xi is actively seeking 

to become “not first among equals but simply first.”  He 

has arrogated to himself the management of China’s 

economy, a task traditionally left to China’s premiers.  He 

has become much more assertive about China’s claim to 

Taiwan and territorial disputes with several of its East 

Asian neighbours.  In his increasing autocracy, Xi reminds 

me of Zhu Yuanzhang (1328-1398), the despotic founding 

emperor of the Ming dynasty (1368-1644) who eliminated 

the traditional governmental positions of the emperor's 

two grand councilors and assumed their political 

functions himself. 

Could Xi sick China’s restive and growing military on 

Taiwan?  Like all Chinese leaders since the 1930s, Xi 

wants to swallow up Taiwan, an island that belonged to 

China from 1684 until the Qing dynasty government 

formally ceded it to Japan by treaty in 1895.  Japan quit 

its claim to Taiwan in 1945 after its military loss to the 

United States, and ever since then the ultimate territorial 

disposition of the island has been a geopolitical hot 

potato.  The People’s Republic of China, founded in 1949, 

has never ruled Taiwan for even a single day, but it still 

insists that it owns Taiwan and constantly maintains the 

threat of possible military action against the island. 

 

In Taiwan itself, however, people are decidedly less 

enthusiastic about possible Chinese rule.  Over the past 

few years, carefully conducted public opinion polling has 

consistently and clearly indicated that the large majority 

of Taiwan’s people have little stomach or enthusiasm for 

returning their now-democratic island to Chinese rule. 

The Sunflower protest movement, which I personally 

witnessed and closely followed in Taiwan in March, 

(Continued on page 11) 

Source: bbc.com 
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showed how nervous the Taiwanese public is about its 

ever-increasing economic integration with China, much 

less its potential annexation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Xi Jinping does not understand Taiwan.  He knows and 

cares the square root of squat about how strongly Taiwan 

values its newfound freedom and democracy.  The cold 

and hard truth about Taiwan, which Xi Jinping and his 

peerage of tin-eared and tone-deaf ideologues cannot or 

will not face, is that only a tiny percentage of the 

Taiwanese public wants Chinese annexation of their 

island to happen any time soon. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Xi Jinping set relations between Taiwan and mainland 

China back several decades when, in late September, he 

announced that the ossified and discredited 1C2S (“one 

country, two systems”) formula would eventually have to 

apply to Taiwan.  This was simply astonishing, given that 

Xi’s predecessors Deng Xiaoping, Jiang Zemin, and Hu 

Jintao were content for Taiwan to adhere to a “one China, 

two interpretations” approach, meaning more or less that 

Taiwan sees itself as part of China but does not agree with 

Beijing on exactly what China is or what form of 

government it should have.  Even Taiwan’s wildly 

unpopular pro-China president, Ma Ying-jeou, quickly 

and publicly rejected 1C2S as unacceptable and 

unworkable. 

 

Hong Kong shows how dysfunctional 1C2S is.  Xi’s 

reiteration of it was particularly ill-timed considering the 

recent protest and unrest in Hong Kong over Beijing's 

refusal to permit genuine democracy there.  Nobody in 

Taiwan wants their island to be another Hong Kong. 

Regarding Taiwan, one wonders what Xi and his “Second 

Red Generation” of hardliner soul mates in China's 

military are thinking, or even if they are thinking at all. 

 

Taiwan is no longer a non-issue, if it ever was.  I sense an 

ill wind beginning to blow through East and Southeast 

Asia.  If Xi ever fully realizes that his fond dream of 

annexing Taiwan is now even more unlikely than ever, the 

ill wind could blow itself into a full storm.  If he responds 

to this realization by lunging at the island militarily, the 

results will be catastrophic for the entire world, but most 

severely for China.  In Biblical parlance, he will have sown 

the wind only to reap the whirlwind.  Or, in the Chinese 

parlance he would prefer and more readily recognize, he 

will have lifted a rock only to drop it again and smash his 

feet with it. 

 

 

 
David Curtis Wright is an Associate Professor in the Department of 

History and Senior Research Fellow of the Centre for Military and 

Strategic Studies at the University of Calgary. 

 

(Continued from page 10) 
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by JOHN NOBLE 

F ormer Prime Minister Jean Chrétien’s recent 

assertions that Canada should stay out of Iraq in 

2014, as he did in 2003, should be given some serious 

scrutiny.  In the immediate aftermath of the 9/11 attacks 

on the United States, Chrétien led a 100,000 strong 

solidarity rally on Parliament Hill.  He also committed 

Canadian Forces to the offensive against the Taliban in 

Afghanistan.  But he ultimately decided not to support the 

US led invasion of Iraq – not because he was opposed to 

action against Saddam Hussein, but that it would only 

come after due process and approval by the UN Security 

Council.1 

 

The prospects of getting a UNSC resolution in support of 

action was non-existent, especially since most European 

NATO partners, with the major exception of Great Britain, 

were also opposed to the invasion of Iraq.  Canada’s 

efforts to bridge the gap in the Security Council were also 

doomed to failure because of the determination of the 

United States and its coalition partners to begin military 

action before the final report of the UN Inspection team 

was tabled. 

 

Mr. Chrétien notes that his decision to stay out of Iraq was 

not an easy one.  Full details of the internal debate are 

made clear in the memoirs of his long-time policy advisor 

Eddie Goldenberg who uses the decision as a model of 

how things are done in Ottawa inside government.  (“The 

Way It Works: Inside Ottawa”) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Eugene Lang’s and Janice Stein’s book “The Unexpected 

War: Canada in Afghanistan“ suggests that PM Chrétien 

wasn’t taking a courageous stand against the Bush 

government, but rather co-operating pragmatically with it 

where it most wanted Canada’s support: Afghanistan.  

Canada agreed to take command of ISAF in Kabul, and 

Chrétien also permitted Canadian warships to be deployed 

in the Gulf with Canadian personnel imbedded inside 

(Continued on page 13) 

Source: cbc.ca 
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American and British military units to participate in 

support of the coalition of the willing. 

 

Turning to 2014, the situation is radically different.  First, 

ISIL is not a state.  It is trying to impose regime change in 

Iraq and Syria and elsewhere using the most despicable 

methods, which have been denounced unanimously by the 

UNSC.  In 2001 Canada and others faced a regime in 

Afghanistan that openly harboured the Taliban and the 

mastermind behind the 9/11 attacks.  Mr. Chrétien was 

right to immediately support the U.S. led effort.  No one 

knew at the time that would involve Canadian troops 

being in Afghanistan for 13 years.  Chrétien hoped for an 

“early in-early out” deployment of six months, which 

became another deployment to Kabul for NATO and then 

further extensions in Kandahar, later prolonged by the 

Martin and Harper governments. 

 

Mr. Chrétien was right to keep Canada out of the Iraq war. 

Stephen Harper’s support for it mirrored a significant 

segment of Canadian public opinion, including the 

business sector.  But in hindsight he was wrong and many 

of those who supported Canada’s involvement in 2003 

have since changed their minds. 

 

But being right about Iraq and the circumstances of 2003 

doesn’t mean that Mr. Chrétien is right about not fighting 

ISIL in 2014.  The aim now is not to change the regime in 

Bagdad but to save it.  ISIL is a spin-off of the Taliban. 

Equally the fact that Mr. Harper was wrong in 2003 

doesn’t mean that he is automatically wrong in 2014.  A 

majority of Canadian public opinion supports Canada’s 

involvement against ISIL, just as a majority of Canadian 

public opinion supported Mr. Chrétien, both in Canada’s 

involvement in Afghanistan and staying out of Iraq.  Mr. 

Trudeau needs to stand with those opposed to ISIL’s 

threats just as Jean Chrétien did against the Taliban in 

2001. 

 

 
1 Quoted by Eddie Goldenberg on page 8 of The Way it Works: Inside 

Ottawa 

 

 

 

 
John Noble is Canada’s former Ambassador to Greece, Switzerland 

and Liechtenstein and a Fellow at the Weatherhead Center for 

International Affairs at Harvard University. 
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by PIERRE MARTIN & MICHEL FORTMANN 

S ince the tragic events of last week in Saint-Jean  and 

Ottawa, we hear lots of talk of “lone wolves” and 

terrorism.  So far, it seems obvious that the two 

individuals involved were loners, but must we really cry 

wolf by brandishing the spectre of terrorism? 

 

In our view, it is premature and exaggerated to designate 

these two deadly attacks as terrorist acts until credible 

connections are made between a known terrorist 

organization and the perpetrators. 

 

For the moment, we know very little about the motivations 

behind these acts.  At first glance, they are similar to the 

episodes of 1984 at Québec’s National Assembly or in 

September 2012 at an election-night rally in Montréal.  In 

both cases, the intended victims of these “lone wolves” 

were politicians, and their motivations were “political,” 

but no one labelled their murderous acts as “terrorism.” 

 

A terrorist attack is an act of war.  It is planned, organized, 

and part of a larger design.  A criminal act that purports to 

draw its inspiration from a religious or political movement 

does not necessarily constitute an act of terrorism, even 

less an act of war. 

Some analysts allege that the phenomenon of 

“spontaneous terrorism” might apply to last week’s events. 

Some political movements, such as Hamas in Palestine, 

openly exhort their sympathizers to inflict harm on 

opponents.  Everyone is thus incited to strike an “enemy” 

whenever and wherever possible.  In Israel, for example, a 

series of such improvised violent incidents have made 

numerous victims in the last few months. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS), through its 

online magazine Dabiq, recently called for a similar 

mobilization against all the countries that are fighting in 

Iraq or Syria.  Dabiq stated explicitly that “the citizens of 

crusader nations should be targeted wherever they can be 

found.” 

(Continued on page 15) 

In the long run, if you keep 

crying wolf when there’s no real 

wolf around, it tends to be 

counterproductive. 

Source: ctvnews.ca 
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In that light, the notion that improvised attacks in Canada 

may be linked to some form of broader terrorist design is 

not pure fantasy, but that doesn’t mean we should 

mindlessly jump to such conclusions. 

 

In order for a campaign of “spontaneous terror” to be 

credible, it has to reach a broad base of people that may be 

sensitive to its appeal.  For example, Palestinians in Israel 

are an ideal recruitment pool.  Muslim communities in 

France and Britain also offer a vast potential audience for 

ISIS propaganda.  There may also be a base in Canada for 

this type of “homegrown terrorism”, but the potential 

problem is not nearly as preoccupying as it is in Israel, or 

may become in Europe. 

 

By hastily elevating the events of last week to the status of 

terrorist acts, too many of Canada’s opinion leaders are 

dancing to the tune of organizations such as ISIS, whose 

very goal is to instill and nurture irrational fear and panic. 

 

In this perspective, some media reactions were excessive, 

if not downright irresponsible, as they inflated these 

events out of proportion, notably by calling them acts of 

Islamic terrorism against our institutions.  No dramatic 

comment was spared after the Ottawa shootings.  Some 

drew direct parallels with 9/11, others claimed that 

Canada “lost its innocence,” that it “will never be the 

same,” or that the attacks “struck at the country’s heart,” 

as if to generate a mini-crisis of collective hysteria. 

 

In the past week, some have even suggested that Canada 

is at war at home.  That is nonsense.  Places like Israel, 

Syria or Ukraine really are at war.  Our situation has 

nothing to do with a state of war.  Do we really need the 

kind of atmosphere of anxiety and paranoia that prevailed 

in the U.S. after 9-11?  Who would benefit from that? 

 

Even if Canada’s political leaders showed some measure 

of dignity in the wake of a shooting rampage that could 

have turned a lot worse, it would be naïve to believe that 

the Harper government will refrain from using these 

events to justify its policies, or attempt to prop up its poll 

numbers by branding itself as the only party able to 

defend Canadians against the barbarians hiding in their 

midst. 

 

In the end, stoking the fear of terrorism may be like crying 

wolf.  In the long run, if you keep crying wolf when there’s 

no real wolf around, it tends to be counterproductive. 

 

 

 

 
Michel Fortmann and Pierre Martin are Professors of Political 

Science at the Université de Montréal and members of the Centre for 

International Peace and Security Studies.  Pierre Martin is also a 

Fellow of the Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute. 
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by COLIN ROBERTSON 

T ragedies can divide people and nations. They can also 

bring them together in shared solidarity as was 

recently demonstrated by Canada and the United States 

around our still-developing security perimeter. 

 

In the aftermath of 9/11, the United States retrenched. 

The 49th parallel became a real border. Since then both 

countries, at the initiative of Canadian governments – 

Liberal and Conservative – have worked to create a 

security perimeter within which people and goods can 

circulate. Last month, the perimeter concept passed a 

critical confidence test. 

 

The recent assassination of Canadian soldiers on 

Canadian soil by adherents of radical Islam (mental health 

also played a role) could easily have resurrected American 

fears of a soft-on-security Canada. 

 

A week earlier, Politico, the popular Washington insiders’ 

daily, ran a story describing “the real terrorist threat next 

door .” 

 

Headlined “Fear Canada,” it rehashed the tale of 

millennium bomber Ahmed Ressam and the Toronto 18 

warning that the U.S. has much more to fear from Canada. 

Even if the piece had a South Park “Blame Canada” 

quality, it could have found an audience in perfervid 

Washington. But it didn’t. Instead, the U.S. reaction to the 

assassinations has been empathetic and understanding. 

 

Within days, U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry laid a 

wreath at our national cenotaph, symbolizing American 

sympathy and solidarity. This past weekend, at the Halifax 

International Security Forum, the congressional 

delegation led by Republican Senator John McCain and 

Democrat Senator Tim Kaine expressed the same 

sentiment, acknowledging that such events could also 

happen in the United States. 

 

So what has changed? 

 

A lot, including the development of a verifiable security 

“perimeter” – a word once forbidden from the official 

Canadian lexicon for fear it would somehow undermine 

Canadian sovereignty. 

 

The “Smart Border” Accord, negotiated by then Deputy 

Prime Minister John Manley and Homeland Security 

Adviser (and later Secretary) Tom Ridge, kicked off the 

(Continued on page 17) 

Source: Flixxy.com 

http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2014/10/fear-canada-not-mexico-111919.html#.VHKRXabJ7_4
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process with its checklist of thirty plus deliverables. It 

succeeded. 

 

Mr. Manley and Mr. Ridge trusted each other. They set 

deadlines and demanded that their officials reconcile their 

differences before the two met. 

 

But progress is not always in a straight line. When former 

prosecutor Michael Chertoff succeeded Mr. Ridge, border 

co-operation froze. Enforcement became the order of the 

day. 

 

A more accessible border was Prime Minister Stephen 

Harper’s first ask of Mr. Obama during the President’s 

visit to Ottawa in February, 2009. When it went nowhere, 

Mr. Harper renewed his request and, in December, 2011, 

the Harper agenda became a shared plan for border and 

regulatory collaboration. 

 

Converging Canadian and American public attitudes 

towards security help the process. An IPSOS poll, released 

at the Halifax Forum, says that 60 per cent of Canadians 

and two-thirds of Americans see the world as a more 

dangerous place, underlining the case for co-operation. 

 

A second look by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs at 

recent Canadian and American polling concluded that 

strong majorities – 57 per cent in Canada and 72 per cent 

in the U.S. – support closer co-operation on border 

security. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Border and regulatory co-operation is delivering results: 

 

 Enhancing collaborative cross-border law 

enforcement most visibly through the “Shiprider” 

program where enforcement officers of both nations 

jointly police the Great Lakes. 

 Harmonized approach on who can enter the 

perimeter. Canada is introducing an electronic travel 

authorization system that will parallel the existing 

U.S. visa-free system for pre-screening entry from 

travellers from visa-free countries. 

 Systematic information sharing on immigrant and 

refugee applicants, including entry information on 

third-country nationals thus allowing our two 

countries to share information on who has entered. 

 Joint border infrastructure planning to improve 

passage, including 28 binational ports-of-entry 

committees created to ensure local input. 

 

Other tangible improvements include additional trusted-

traveller lines at our ports of entry. Over a million 

Canadians subscribe to the “fast-pass” NEXUS program. 

 

There is still work to do. 

 

We need to merge the various trusted-traveller programs 

(and include Mexico). We need to roll-out the “single 

window” program so businesses and travellers can 

provide information to both governments once, not 

umpteen times in different formats. 

 

The financing of the Detroit customs plaza remains 

unresolved. “Once inspected, twice (and eventually thrice) 

cleared” is still more rhetoric than reality. Border officials 

on both sides still behave with an “enforcement” mentality 

rather than as expeditors of goods and people. 

 

We need to make permanent border and regulatory 

oversight within our Privy Council Office. Changes to the 

U.S. government’s North American oversight, 

recommended in the recent Council on Foreign 

Relations report,  deserves attention. 

 

But we are making progress and passing real tests. Our 

continental perimeter, one that will eventually include 

Mexico, is taking shape. 

 

 

 

 
Colin Robertson is Vice President of the Canadian Defence & Foreign 

Affairs Institute and Senior Strategic Advisor for McKenna, Long and 

Aldridge. 

(Continued from page 16) 

Our continental perimeter, one 

that will eventually include 

Mexico, is taking shape.  
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by DAVID COLLINS 

O n December 4th, in London, the international donor 

community met with the new president of 

Afghanistan and his government.  The purpose of this 

conference, co-hosted by the governments of the United 

Kingdom and Afghanistan was to allow the new 

government to set outs its vision and strategy for the 

international community to recommit support. But many 

fault lines remain. 

 

The presidential election of April and June produced a 

national unity government only in September where the 

two main candidates agreed to form a type of co-

presidency with Ashraf Ghani as president and Abdullah 

Abdullah as chief executive. One can fault the regime of 

former president Hamid Karzai on many fronts but this 

new condominium between two political rivals remains 

untested. In fact, the two have yet to agree on members of 

the cabinet although this is promised before the 

conference. The task before them remains immense. 

 

Security is by no means assured through the country. The 

international combat mission has ceased and only a 

relatively small number of trainers will remain to support 

the Afghan National Security Forces in their fight against 

the Taliban and other insurgents. Violence in Kabul this 

week and elsewhere indicates that this fight is far from 

over. One of the challenges of the new administration will 

be to enter into reconciliation talks with the insurgents if 

they will come to the table. The role of helpful third 

parties, such as the Chinese, may prove pivotal in this 

regard not least because of China’s  positive relations with 

other actors such as the government of Pakistan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the last thirteen years many billions of dollars have 

been invested in transforming Afghanistan, and many 

lives lost. Despite some bright spots regarding the role of 

women in society and better health care, much remains to 

be done. Capacity among civil servants and institutions 

remains woefully inadequate. Corruption has not been 

tamed and remains a cancer on the administration of the 

country. Governance remains weak. Despite robust 

efforts, the growth of poppy is actually increasing again 

(Continued on page 19) 

Despite the highly-principled 

rhetoric that will no doubt flow 

in London, what really counts is 

performance over the next two 

years. 

Source: i.cbc.ca 
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and the country desperately needs a counter-narcotics 

policy. 

 

Following the withdrawal of Canadian troops earlier this 

year, the government has committed approximately $227 

million over three years in support of development 

projects related to maternal and child health, education 

and human rights. A similar dollar amount has been 

committed for training and support of the army and 

police. This will not be a bottomless pit. 

 

Donor “fatigue” is palpable in the western community. 

While there is obviously interest in protecting the legacy 

of what has previously been committed, and to see 

projects through, donors want to see much more concrete 

progress in the transformation of Afghanistan. This is the 

immediate challenge facing President Ghani and his 

government. He has made a good start in several areas 

regarding the treasury and the legal apparatus. It seems 

clear that he (as an ex senior World Bank official) knows 

what needs to be done. But can he marshal the support of 

his chief executive, other factions and tribal elders to 

move his yet to be revealed programme ahead? 

 

The London Conference provides Ghani the opportunity 

to lay all this out. He has perhaps two years to prove that 

governance and conditions in Afghanistan have improved 

on his watch. Despite the highly-principled rhetoric that 

will no doubt flow in London, what really counts is 

performance over the next two years. If Ghani cannot 

deliver, he will find that further support from the donor 

community will fall away. And at what cost to Afghanistan 

and the region, and the international community? 

 

 

 

 
David Collins is a Fellow of the Canadian Defence and Foreign 

Affairs Institute, a former high commissioner to Pakistan and an 

interim Ambassador in Kabul, Afghanistan  
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Source: google.ca 

by JOËL PLOUFFE 

T he Harper government’s foreign policy approach has 

often been described as “transformative,” 

representing a great shift away from Canada’s traditional 

liberal internationalism. Earlier this year, the Globe and 

Mail’s, John Ibbitson called Harper’s policies a “Big 

Break,” arguing it represented “a rupture from everything 

that had come before.” 

 

This rupture is clear in Harper’s policy toward the Arctic. 

His approach to the region follows a narrative based on 

fear of external threats to Canada’s sovereignty and 

security that produces ideologically driven policy 

objectives. But its aspirations to break with Canadian 

internationalism are also colliding with US objectives in 

the North.  

Canada led the way in establishing the Arctic Council as a 

multilateral forum to address common concerns around 

sustainable development and the environment in the 

North. This spirit of engagement faltered at this fall’s 

Arctic Circle Assembly in Iceland where Canada 

dispatched its chair of the Arctic Council’s Senior Arctic 

Officials, but did not deem it necessary for Minister for 

the Arctic Council, Leona Aglukkaq from Nunavut to 

attend. The US delegation included high-level political, 

scientific, and business experts, Special Representative to 

the Arctic Robert Papp, and President Obama’s Special 

Advisor on Arctic Science and Policy, Fran Ulmer. 

Canada’s representation was outnumbered by the 

government of Quebec’s delegation, which consisted of 

approximately twenty governmental delegates and the 

Premier himself, Philippe Couillard. 

 

In 2015 the US will take over the chairmanship of the 

council from Canada and plans to set an aggressive 

agenda to address the “impacts of climate change in the 

Arctic,” advocate for “stewardship of the Arctic Ocean”, 

and improve “economic and living conditions.” The new 

US approach is designed to be more engaged and 

influential in establishing new policy networks on various 

Arctic issues.  

(Continued on page 21) 
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Harper’s current priorities are mainly focused on 

domestic and continental issues. It seeks to legitimize the 

need for enhanced military capacities in the North, 

deepen military alignments with the US as Canada’s 

“special” partner in the region, push an assertive 

economic development strategy, and portray Canada as a 

world power because of its Arctic geography and natural 

resources.   

 

Attempts to align Canadian and US priorities showed 

signs of wear at the 2010 meeting of Arctic Coastal states 

in Chelsea, Quebec where Canada decided to exclude non-

coastal Arctic states (Iceland, Finland and Sweden) and 

indigenous organizations. Following this, former 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton left the summit early 

and criticized Canada for not inviting all Arctic Council 

members “who have legitimate interest in the region.”  

 

Recent ambition to claim the North Pole as part of 

Canada’s sovereignty is the most striking departure from 

past policy priorities in the region. Canada’s submission 

under the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea regarding 

the Arctic Ocean was delayed at the very last minute in 

order “to do additional work to ensure that a submission 

for the full extent of the continental shelf in the Arctic 

includes Canada’s claim to the North Pole.” This 

statement from Foreign Affairs Minister John Baird 

argues that the North Pole claim was a way to “ensure that 

all Canadians benefit from the tremendous resources that 

are to be found in Canada’s Far North.” The Minister for 

the Arctic Council, Leona Aglukkaq, also pushed the 

reasoning of Harper’s delay by stating that the 

government was “defending our sovereignty.” But lawyers 

familiar to this legal issue have repeatedly argued that 

“there is no basis” for a Canadian claim at the North Pole. 

 

Delays, and costs of sending scientists back to the Arctic 

to conduct expensive surveys creates the false impression 

that the Arctic is a conflictual area, and may have deeper 

political impacts and ramifications for the entire 

neighbourhood. 

 

Indeed, Canada has damaged its image as a leader in the 

Arctic.  

 

Meanwhile, the United States has propelled itself forward 

in the region, guided by foreign policy priorities that are 

not aligned with those of Stephen Harper. The US believes 

its national interests are better served when aligned to 

those of the circumpolar world, and globally when dealing 

with climate change issues that will continue to affect all 

Arctic states and their vulnerable northern and southern 

regions. They have decided to balance economic concerns 

with scientific priorities.  

 

These fundamentally different priorities suggest the 

improbability of bandwagoning by Canada on the US 

Arctic (non-traditional) security agenda. Canadians are 

missing a unique opportunity to benefit from American 

resources and influence in our shared northern 

neighbourhood and globally to advance Canadian 

international interests in the circumpolar world, and 

project Canada’s image as an Arctic power in world 

affairs.  

 

 

 

 
Joël Plouffe is a PhD Candidate at the École nationale 

d’administration publique (ENAP) in Montréal, Research Fellow at 

CIRRICQ, and Fellow at the Canada Defense and Foreign Affairs 

Institute (CDFAI).  
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The Board of 

Directors, Advisory 

Council, Fellows, 

management and 

staff at  the 

Canadian Defence & 

Foreign Affairs 

Institute  (CDFAI) 

would like to wish you 

a very Merry 

Christmas and a 

happy, healthy  

and prosperous  

2015! 
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Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute 
 

CDFAI is a research institute focused on Canada’s international engagement in all its forms: 

diplomacy, trade, the military,  and aid. Established in 2001, CDFAI’s vision is for Canada to 

have a respected, influential voice in the international arena based on a comprehensive foreign 

policy, which expresses our national interests, political and social values, military capabilities, 

economic strength and willingness to be engaged with action that is timely and credible.  

 

CDFAI was created to address the ongoing discrepancy between what Canadians need to know 

about Canadian international activities and what they do know. Historically, Canadians tend to 

think of foreign policy – if they think of it at all – as a matter of trade and markets. They are 

unaware of the importance of Canada engaging diplomatically, militarily, and via international 

aid in the ongoing struggle to maintain a world that is friendly to the free flow of goods, 

services, people and ideas across borders and to the spread of human rights. CDFAI seeks to 

inform and educate Canadians about the connection between a prosperous and free Canada 

and a world of globalization and liberal internationalism.  

 

In all its activities CDFAI is a charitable, nonpartisan organization, supported financially by the 

contributions of foundations, corporations and individuals.  Conclusions or opinions expressed 

in CDFAI publications and programs are those of the authors and speakers and do not 

necessarily reflect the views of the Institute staff, fellows, directors, advisors, or any individuals 

or organizations that provide financial support to CDFAI. 

 




